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might have written an order for inspection or repair. The
problem, in fact, materialized in the Belgian courts.37 A
Belgian company owned a building in Germany which it
failed to repair. A Belgian citizen was killed by its collapse.
The court applied the national law common to both parties^
in this case an evident mistake.
Similarly, the failure of a locomotive engineer to give
a warning signal at a distance of three hundred yards before
passing a street crossing, cannot be judged under any other
standards than those offered at the place of the crossing. A
state boundary running two hundred yards from the crossing
cannot alter the duty.
On the other hand, if a man advises a friend to go with
his family to a resort where infection by scarlet fever may
easily occur, his duty of warning him, if any, cannot be im-
posed by the state of the resort but that where the advice is
given. The negligent counsel, not the injury, in this case is
the only possible basis of liability.
(b) Accomplices. A seizure of goods was sought and ac-
complished in British India on a pretended claim that later
proved unfounded. Damages were asked in a suit against a
firm in Bremen, Germany, and awarded under the German
law, the construction being that this firm had caused the
seizure by incitement.38 The German Reichsgericht likewise
declared a German company liable, under German law, for
unfair competition committed by its American subsidiary,
where the German company "caused or decisively influenced"
the conduct of its affiliate.39 If, however, the tort committed
by the chief actor was localized in India or the United States,
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